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The Competitive Telecommunications Association

(ICompTel"), by its attorneys, hereby submits these

supplemental comments on the sUbject of call transfers and

associated compensation requirements in response to the

Commission's invitation for such comments released on

November 6, 1992. CompTel is the principal trade association

of the nation's competitive interexchange telecommunications

carriers (IIXCs"), with approximately 120 member companies,

including large nationwide IXCs as well as scores of smaller,

regional carriers. Many of CompTel's members provide

operator-assisted calling services either as an adjunct to

their direct-dialed interexchange services or as a distinct

line of business.

summary

rec'd d-f,

The initial set of comments filed in Phase I of this

docket demonstrated a number of vexing problems caused by
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proprietary "0+" calling cards. Although these problems are

not new, their dimensions have grown exponentially as AT&T

has flooded the market with over 25 million proprietary "0+"

CIID calling cards. Now millions of call attempts are made

daily by AT&T CIID cardholders over the networks of operator

service providers ("OSps") which have no way of validating or

billing to the end-user's calling card account number.

Since the recipient OSPs usually are unable to process

the call attempts, they must "transfer" the calls to AT&T.

These transfers are made in several different fashions -­

redialing instructions, call reorigination and "splashing"

and all impose severe costs upon the transferor OSP. Direct

costs alone include access charges, transport to the OSP

switching center, switching, and use of the operator services

call handling system of the transferor OSP. Worse yet, all

resulting revenue from the transferred call is paid

exclusively to the transferee OSP -- AT&T. The combined

effects have left competitive OSPs reeling under the crushing

burdens imposed by the AT&T ClIO card program.

Critically, this problem is directly and exclusively

attributable to AT&T's calling card marketing strategy. For

reasons of its own, AT&T has trained its base of calling card

customers to dial calls on a "0+" basis and utilize access

code dialing only after their "0+" call attempt fails.

Moreover, AT&T has steadfastly refused to share the

validation and billing information with its OSP competitors
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required for them to process ClIO card calls. Thus, costs

imposed upon OSPs by AT&T's proprietary "0+" calling cards

are largely unavoidable.

Competitive OSPs must be allowed to recover the out-of­

pocket costs imposed upon them by AT&T's calling card

practices. Simple fairness demands that OSPs be compensated

for these costs. AT&T cannot be allowed to use the rest of

the operator services industry as a cost-free referral agency

for its operator services products. More importantly, AT&T

should not be allowed to distort the operator services market

by artificially driving up the costs incurred by its OSP

competitors, by definition making their offerings less

attractive, and, indeed, threatening their very existence.

Whether it is by authorizing special tariffs, ordering

affected carriers to contract with one another, or some other

means, the Commission should immediately order AT&T to

compensate other OSPs for the costs caused them by AT&T's

proprietary calling cards. Each OSP should be free to choose

the method of call transfer from among a Commission-approved

menu of options, and then charge AT&T accordingly for the

costs incurred in actually transferring the calls. The most

critical element of this relief is that participation by AT&T

must be mandatory.
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I. asP. DBSERVB COMPBNSATION paR COSTS INCURRBD IN
"TRANSPERRING" CALLS TO ISSUERS OP PROPRIETARY "0+"
CALLING CARDS.

The introduction of the AT&T proprietary ClIO calling

card has had a shocking impact upon competition in the market

for interstate operator services. The root problem is the

sheer number of AT&T ClIO cards and the associated calling

volumes. By AT&T's own reckoning, it has issued over 25

million of these new "0+" proprietary cards to consumers

since early 1991. 1 More importantly, due to their inability

to validate, bill and collect for calls placed by AT&T ClIO

cardholders, most OSPs have experienced a precipitous decline

in operator services revenues. Indeed, the Commission

determined in the Phase I Order that "AT&T's OSP competitors

are losing billable 0+ traffic to the AT&T ClIO card of

anywhere between 25 and 50 percent over previous levels.,,2

In earlier comments in this docket, CompTel and others

explained how this revenue drain seriously distorts and

impedes competition in the market for interstate operator

services. 3 We also explained how consumers are severely

inconvenienced when the recipient OSP cannot accept the

In the matter of Billed Party Preference for 0+
InterLATA calls, Report and Order and Reguest for
Supplemental COmment, CC Docket No 92-77, Phase I (released
November 6, 1992) (hereafter "Phase I Order").

2 Phase I Order, p.13, n. 38.

3 CompTel Reply Comments, CC Docket No. 92-77 (Phase
I), pp. 4-9. See also Phase I Order, p. 13, n. 38 and
citations included therein.
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caller's proffered calling card. 4 CompTel suggested then,

and still strongly believes, that these problems are best

remedied by compelling issuers of "0+" calling cards to share

validation and billing information with all presubscribed

OSPs. s Although CompTel remains hopeful that the Commission

will reconsider its decision, the Commission rejected this

solution in the Phase I order. 6

However, the Commission recognized that AT&T's

deployment of its ClIO card has created "an immediate

competitive problem .... "[Which] cannot be eliminated

unilaterally by AT&T's competitors. ,,7 The Commission found:

Because AT&T instructs its cardholders to dial 0
plus the receiving number, without first
ascertaining whether AT&T is the presubscribed
carrier for that line, its competitors are forced
to devote their facilities to uncompletable and
therefore unbillable ClIO card calls. Thus, the
costs incurred in processing such calls cannot be
recovered from those causing the costs to be
incurred. 8

CompTel Reply Comments, CC Docket No. 92-77 (Phase
I), pp. 18-20. Notably, the Commission found that ClIO card
customers are "understandably frustrated" when their calls
cannot be completed by the presubscribed OSP, that this
customer frustration often is "misdirected at the OSP," and
results in a "loss of customer good will for the OSP." Phase
I Order, p. 15.

~ §X parte letter dated September 18, 1992 from
CompTe1 , et al.

6 The confusion caused by AT&T's misleading ClIO card
marketing campaign has not abated. See "When Phone Chaos is
in the Cards," Washington Post, p. B10, December 3, 1992,
attached hereto an Attachment A.

7

8

Phase I Order, p. 15.
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These costs are substantial. Whenever a competitive oSP

receives a ClIO card call, it incurs the following expenses:

* LEcs must be paid local access charges for
delivering the calls to the OSP point of
presence ("POP").

* OSP switch capacity is lost as the switch
decides where to route the call.

* The OSP's operator call handling system is
utilized to provide redialing instructions or
otherwise transfer the call.

In many instances, the following additional expenses are

incurred:

* Interexchange network cost is incurred in
transporting calls to and from an operator
center which is distant from the originating
POP.

* Live operators must be used when calls are
dialed on a "0-" or "0+-" basis,9 or when
consumers demand further information or live
operator interaction.

* Validation expense is incurred in some
instances because some switch types cannot
automatically identify ClIO cards.

Finally, if the call must be physically transferred to AT&T,

additional costs are incurred, including without limitation:

* PaYment of terminating access charges to LEes.

* Additional use of automated and live operator
call handling systems.

* Investment in special customer premises
equipment ("CPE") which is capable of
redirecting calls to AT&T.

9 "0-" calls occur when a caller simply
"00" and waits for an operator to come on line.
occur when a caller dials "0 plus a terminating
fails to enter a calling card number.
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Critically, these are only the direct costs imposed;

substantial indirect costs are involved as well, such as the

overhead entailed in developing special software and operator

scripts, and handling associated customer service inquiries.

This inequity has been repeatedly brought to the

Commission's attention. Over four years ago, National

Telephone services, Inc. ("NTS") petitioned the Commission to

order AT&T to establish a through rate and equitably divide

charges in such instances. lO NTS' estimate at the time that

the direct cost of "transferring" unbillable calls to AT&T

exceeded 44 cents per call went largely unchallenged. 11 More

recently, Capital Network System, Inc. ("CNS"), filed a

tariff proposing to institute a new "Interstate Common

carrier Transfer Service. ,,12 CNS estimated its total direct

and indirect costs involved in providing the proposed call

transfer to be approximately $1.50. 13 Similar data has been

submitted in this docket and in other Commission proceedings

10 NTS Through-Rate Petition, File No. ENF-89-2, filed
Nov. 15 , 1988.

See 19. at nne 2, 3.

12 The proposed transfer service would have
compensated CNS for the cost of transferring unbillable "0+"
calls to AT&T. The Common Carrier Bureau rejected the
proposed tariff on legal grounds. In the Matter of CNS
F.C.C. Tariff No.2, Memorandum Opinion and Order (Sept. 10,
1991), 6 FCC Rcd. No. 20, p. 5609. The Commission recently
upheld the Bureau's rejection of the proposed CNS tariff.
Id., FCC 92-512 (released December 2, 1992).

13 Id.
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regarding the need to compel certain independent LECs to

provide billing and collection services to OSPs.

These submissions make clear that competitive OSPs incur

sizeable costs each time an AT&T proprietary card call is

misdirected to their networks. The problem has grown as the

volume of such calling has climbed. In its Phase I Order,

the Commission correctly observed that the compensable harm

realized by OSPs must be measured by the number of ClIO card

calls which are misdirected to their networks, not the total

traffic lost by OSPs (which would include ClIO calls now

placed over the AT&T access code, Le. "dial around"

calls) .14 CompTel surveyed its OSP membership in an effort

to determine the number of AT&T ClIO card calls which

actually are being misrouted to other carriers today. We

discovered that the volume of such calls varies markedly

between OSPs, presumably due to the fact that they focus on

different aggregator clienteles (i.e., payphone, hotel,

prison, university, etc.) However, the CompTel survey

revealed that on average approximately 11 percent of "0"

dialed call attempts received by our OSP members are placed

by AT&T ClIO cardholders, with numbers that range as high as

23 percent of call attempts reported by OSPs which appear

principally to serve the hotel/motel submarket. 15

14 Phase I Order, p. 13, n. 38.

15 Survey results are based upon special studies of
traffic statistics for October 1992.
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These figures amply demonstrate that extraordinary costs

are being imposed upon OSPs by AT&T ClIO card usage.

Importantly, these costs are largely unavoidable. Once the

caller dials "0 plus the terminating number", the LEC

correctly and automatically routes the call to the OSP

presubscribed to the line. Only after the OSP prompts the

caller to enter a calling card number is the OSP placed on

notice that the caller intends to use an AT&T proprietary

card. By that time, much of the cost involved in operator

call processing already has been incurred.

Finally, it is important to state that the problem,

although large in scale, is limited in scope. It is caused

exclusively by issuers of proprietary "0+" cards and the

record in Phase I makes clear that, now and for the

foreseeable future, only AT&T is able to issue such

proprietary "0+" cards. Thus, any relief is able to be

targeted directly at the only culprit in this area. Having

expressly recognized in Phase I that AT&T's actions are

unfairly imposing large, unrecoverable costs upon its

competitors, the Commission must act expeditiously to insure

that it compensates its competitors accordingly. 16

16 Such compensation is in full accord with recent
Commission precedent. The Commission has approved many LEC
"0-" transfer service tariffs. ~, NECA Transmittal No.
457 (July 16, 1991). And only last May the Commission
ordered a number of IXCs to compensate owners of private pay
telephones for costs incurred in routing access code calls to
their networks. In the Matter of Policies and Rates
concerning Operator service Access and Pay Telephone

(continued ... )
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II. OSPs SHOULD BE COMPENSATED FOR TRANSFERRING CALLS
BY TRANSFER METHODS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE.

Neither the idea or occurrence of call transfers is new.

Indeed, in February 1989, the Commission ordered five OSPs to

bring the sUbject of call "splashing" before the Carrier

Liaison Committee ("CLC") of the Exchange Carrier standards

Association ("ECSA"). Soon thereafter, the CLC established a

Call Splashing Task Force ("Task Force") to study the issue

and report their findings to the FCC. Forty companies

participated in the review in some measure, and the Task

Force reported its conclusions to the FCC on June 1, 1989.

The Task Force report remains the most exhaustive discussion

of the topic and CompTel includes it herewith as Attachment B

for the further consideration of the commission.~

The report makes clear that there are several different

ways to "transfer" calls. Each has its own attributes and

drawbacks. The situation has not changed materially since

the report was drafted, and today the vast majority of call

"transfers" are made in one of the following three ways.

* Redialing Instructions. One popular method is

to simply instruct users of proprietary AT&T cards to hang up

and redial AT&T's 10288 or 1-800 access code. Many times

16 ( ••• continued)
Compensation. Second Report and Order, Docket 91-35
(released May 8, 1992) (hereafter "Payphone Compensation
Order").

"Task Force Report to the FCC Concerning 'Call
Splashing'," June 1, 1989 (hereafter "Task Force Report").
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these call attempts can be identified automatically and the

redialing instructions can be given by a recorded voice

announcement ("RVA"); other times a live operator must

explain the need for redialing to callers. Generally

speaking, this transfer method works fairly well from pay

phone locations. However, it is relatively ineffective for

calls placed from institutional locations such as hotels and

motels, where the dialing patterns differ from location to

location,18 and where premise owners often require OSPs to

transfer calls without the necessity of customer redialing.

* Call Reoriqination. A second method of call

transfer is for the OSP operator center to generate a

signalling tone which activates an auto-dialing mechanism

located at the premises from which the call is placed. The

auto-dialer automatically dials AT&T's access code and re-

routes the call to AT&T's operator center. This method has

the distinct advantage of transferring the call without the

need of customer redialing. In addition, since the call is

redialed from the premises at which the caller is located,

the ultimate billing for the call reflects the correct point

of call origination. On the downside, however, call

reorigination can only be employed at the relatively few

locations which are equipped with properly programmed

autodialers on premises. Virtually no LEC payphones, for

18 Instructing callers to dial 10288 in many hotels,
for example, would result simply in them connecting to
another room in the same hotel.
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example, are equipped to reoriginate calls. Moreover,

although technical "fixes" to both problems may be available,

call reorigination sometimes is initiated by use of an

annoying tone and callers sometimes must verbally repeat the

number which they are calling or their calling card number to

the transferee OSP's operator.

* Call Splashing. The final currently available

option is for the transferor OSP's operator center to dial up

the AT&T operator center through the AT&T POP located in the

same city as the transferor OSP operator center. The call is

in effect "bridged," using portions of both OSPs' networks to

complete the connection. The advantage is that no caller

redialing is required and no special equipment must be

located on the caller's premises. However, AT&T contends

that its operator system cannot accept the Automatic Number

Identification ("ANI") digits sent to it by the transferor

OSP. As a result, AT&T's billing incorrectly shows the

transferor OSP's operator center as the originating point of

the call. 19

Task Force Report, pp. 12-13; Letter from W.J.
Sushon of AT&T to CLC dated May 24, 1989 (attached to Task
Force Report). A question was raised in the Phase I Order
regarding the legality of call splashing under the terms of
the Telephone Operator Services Consumer Improvement Act of
1990 ("TOCSIA"). TOCSIA prohibits call splashing "unless the
consumer requests to be transferred to another provider of
operator services, the consumer is informed prior to
incurring any charges that the rates for the call may not
reflect the rates from the actual originating location of the
call, and the consumer then consents to be transferred." 47
U.S.C. § 226(b) (1) (H). CompTel members report that these

(continued... )
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There is no single best method for accomplishing a call

transfer. As is evident from the discussion above, the

preferred transfer method varies depending upon the

transferor OSP's technical capabilities, caller preference,

equipment located at the originating location and the

technical ability or willingness of the transferee OSP to

accept calls. The only entity positioned to assess these

factors on a call-by-call basis is the transferor OSP.

Consequently, the transferor OSP should be free to select and

effectuate the most appropriate call transfer method from

among these options in any given situation.

There is a temptation to tinker with the currently

available transfer methods in order to create a perfect

solution to the problems encountered. Although CompTel

certainly does not wish to dissuade the Commission from

engaging in such an effort in the future,W we urge the

Commission not to delay action on compensation while it

considers these possibilities. AT&T has proven

extraordinarily adept at "foot dragging" on this sUbject.

NTS asked AT&T as early as August 1988 to interconnect with

it in a way that would preclude incorrect billing of

19 ( ••• continued)
advisories can be given either by a live operator or through
a series of RVAs and recorded voice prompts.

W The Commission may wish to take interim action in
this Phase, and solicit further comments on long term
technical improvements.
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"splashed" calls. 21 This request was repeated by other OSPs

in the course of the Task Force's deliberations. 22 However,

AT&T steadfastly refused to interconnect directly with its

OSP competitors,n and raised numerous technical impediments

to correct billing of transferred calls.~ CompTel submits

strongly that paYment of compensation cannot await the

conduct of further discussions on the topic with a partner

which may be unwilling to cooperate.

III. aSPs SHOULD RECOVBR ALL RBASONABLE COSTS
INCURRED IN TRANSPERRING CALLS.

CompTel believes that OSPs are entitled to recover all

reasonable costs incurred in physically transferring or

otherwise redirecting calls placed with proprietary "0+"

calling cards. These costs vary depending upon how calls are

transferred. An OSP providing redialing instructions, for

example, incurs originating access charges, transport cost to

the OSP operator center, switch costs and the cost of using a

live~ or robotic operator to provide the redialing

21 NTS Through-Rate Petition, p. 7 & Exh. 1.

22 Letter of OSPA gt AI to CLC dated May 24, 1989
(attached to Task Force Report).

23
~ NTS Through-Rate petition, p. 7 & Exh. 2.

~

~

Letter of W.J. Sushon to CLC dated May 24, 1989
(attached to Task Force Report).

The CompTel survey revealed that it is necessary to
use a live operator on approximately 38 percent of such call
attempts, due primarily to the fact that callers often prefer

(continued... )
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operator on as

instructions. When call reorigination is utilized, the same

costs are incurred plus the investment in the autodialer

equipment used to replace the call. In a splashing

situation, additional originating access charges, additional

switch costs and terminating access charges are incurred

because both OSP networks are utilized for the full duration

of the call.

Because the cost characteristics of the three transfer

methods vary, CompTel believes that it is appropriate to

adopt differing rate structures. Both redialing instructions

and call reorigination can be completed quickly, and the time

and work involved is fairly static. Thus, a flat charge per

call attempt~ is a rational way to collect for these

services. v By contrast, transfers accomplished by

"splashing" probably should be reimbursed through imposition

of both a flat transfer charge (reflecting the cost of

setting up the call "bridge") and a usage sensitive element

25 ( ••• continued)
to provide calling card numbers verbally.
carriers reported a need to utilize a live
many as 72 percent of ClIO call attempts.

26 Different flat charges could be assessed depending
upon whether live or robotic operator assistance is required,
or the costs of live and robotic handling could be averaged
to create a single charge.

v Presumably, since additional cost is involved, the
per call charge collected for call reorigination services
would be moderately higher than the charge for providing
redialing instructions.
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(because the transferor OSP must pay access charges and tie

up its network for the full duration of the call).

Ultimately, each company must be permitted to propose

its own rates for those transfers based on its own cost

experience. Alternatively, however, CompTel believes that

industry average costs could be used to create a rate with

which many OSPs could simply concur. Indeed, the

establishment by the National Exchange Carrier Association

("NECA") of an Operator Transfer Service ("OTS") which many

LECs have adopted could serve as a model. 28

CompTel also believes that it would be reasonable to

employ less burdensome approaches to rate-setting using

surrogates for OSP costs. The Commission recently employed

this approach to establish a proper rate for compensation of

private payphone owners for costs incurred in delivering

access code calls to OSPs.~ Indeed, some of the same

surrogates used in the payphone analysis could serve as a

useful starting point in computing OSP call transfer

compensation. LEC "0-" transfer services, for example, are

analogous to the OSP call transfer services described herein.

Among the LEC "0- 11 transfer offerings, the NECA $0.46 per

call OTS charge probably is most comparable to the cost

A copy of NECA Transmittal No. 457 (July 16, 1991)
introd~cing its OTS is included as Attachment C for the
conven1ence of the Commission. Billing clearinghouses have
expressed an interest to CompTel in serving such a role.

29 Payphone compensation Order, tt 33-40.
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incurred by OSPs since, presumably, it is based on the lower

demand estimate which reasonably can be expected from

relatively small carriers. However, OSP charges must be

somewhat higher to reflect the fact that they incur access

charges and interexchange transport expense (to the asp

operator center) which the LECs do not experience. 3o Another

relevant comparison is AT&T's commission paYments to call

aggregators for delivering "0+" calls to the company.

According to the commission, average AT&T commission paYments

range up to $0.46 per call. 31 Again, however, this number

does not reflect either access charge or transport expenses,

and would need to be adjusted upward significantly.

However, the most closely analogous charge probably is

AT&T's own "operator Dialed Surcharge." AT&T imposes a $1. 00

per call surcharge to operator service calls when the

customer has the capability of dialing all the digits

necessary to complete a call, but elects to dial only the

appropriate operator code ("0-," "00-" or "lOXXX-O-") and

requests the operator to dial the called station. 32 Just as

is the case with OSP call transfers, AT&T's network and

operator center is tied up, the operator center must engage

in special call processing and access charges are incurred.

30

31

See ig. !! 35-36.

~ ig. !! 38-40.

32 A copy of AT&T Transmittal No. 4329 establishing
the present operator Dialed Surcharge is included as
Attachment D for the convenience of the Commission.
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Admittedly, the AT&T Operator Dialed surcharge is imposed

only on completed calls, 33 but this fact is offset by the

fact that gross demand for AT&T's service likely far eclipses

the number of call transfers which will be made by any other

asp. Thus, the use of reasonable surrogates adjusted to

reflect obvious differences in the services compared probably

would support call transfer rates at least in the range of

$0.50 to $1.00 per call attempt.~

Finally, it is worth noting, that unlike the situation

encountered in providing compensation to private payphone

owners, the billing for operator call transfer services could

be a relatively simple process. Transferor oSPs would need

only to provide AT&T with monthly invoices stating the number

of calls transferred by each transfer method and calculating

the aggregate charges due. As AT&T representatives suggested

at the FCC Open Forum on this sUbject held on December 8,

1992, the invoice could be accompanied by call detail on

magnetic tape which includes the following information for

each "transferred" call attempt: (1) card account number;

(2) date and time of the call; and (3) the first six digits

(NPA-NXX) of the originating line number. 3s This call

33

attempts.
Completed calls average 60-70 percent of total call

3S

~ These figures do not include usage charges on
"splashed" calls.

However, AT&T would need to provide adequate
assurance that use of the data would be exclusively limited

(continued... )
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detail would enable AT&T to audit the invoices rendered to

it. 36 Thus, it does not appear that billing issues present

any formidable obstacle to the establishment of OSP call

transfer services.

IV. WHATEVER COJlPDSATION VEHICLE IS APPROVED, JlABDATORY
PARTICIPATION BY AT&T IS CRITICAL.

The Commission has sought comment on whether OSP call

transfer services should be provided pursuant to tariffs,

carrier-to-carrier contracts37 or some special compensation

system established by the Commission. 38 CompTel believes

that any of these vehicles would sUffice, and has no strong

preference among them. What is much more important is that

AT&T be required to subscribe to the OSP transfer services

developed regardless of the compensation mechanism selected.

The Commission must realize that the vast majority of

the calls in question already are being "transferred" to

35 ( ••• continued)
to aUditing OSP call transfer invoices, and would not be used
for any sales or marketing-related purpose.

~ Since the transferor OSP would bill AT&T for each
call attempt, the OSP call detail would not match perfectly
with AT&T's call records. However, AT&T could easily apply
industry standard factors for "busies" and "ring/no answers"
to ascertain whether the invoice is reasonable.

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. S 211.

38 An obvious example is the private payphone
compensation plan, where the Commission has ordered
designated OSPs to pay aggregate compensation to private pay
phone owners amounting to $6.00 per line monthly. Payphone
Compensation Order, !, 49-54.
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AT&T. AT&T, whether unwittingly or by design, is

successfully using all of its OSP competitors as cost-free

referral agencies. The transferor OSPs must grudgingly

comply because they have no reasonable alternative method of

disposing of the CIID card calls which they receive. Simply

put, AT&T is being asked to pay for services which it

receives as a free windfall today. Thus, AT&T has very

little economic incentive to pay a reasonable rate to obtain

transfer services.

Requiring cost-causers to participate in reasonable

compensation systems certainly is not unprecedented. As

recently as last May, the Commission ordered 14 OSPs

dominant and nondominant carriers alike -- to participate in

the private pay phone compensation p1an. 39 In that

situation, too, the carriers were receiving call delivery

services free of charge, and the Commission compelled them to

begin paying for the services of which they were the primary

beneficiaries. The Commission must do no less here.

Conclusion

CompTe1 remains committed to the notion that universal

validation and billing of all "0+" calling cards best serves

the pUblic interest, and remains hopeful that the Commission

will reconsider its rejection of such proposals. However,

assuming that the Commission does not revisit the "0+ in the

39 Payphone Compensation Order, ! 51.
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public domain" concept, the Commission must act quickly to

insure that oSPs are adequately compensated for the costs

involuntarily imposed upon them by the issuance of

proprietary "0+" calling cards. competitive oSPs already

have shouldered the growing burden of "transferring" CIID

card calls for more than a year. CompTel respectfully

requests that the Commission act quickly to insure that this

inequity does not continue unremedied into 1993.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSOCIATION

~§/~j.~~ / •
BY:~~

R1chard E. W1ley
Brad E. Mutschelknaus

WILEY, REIN' FIELDING
1776 K street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 828-4928

Genevieve Morelli
Vice President and

General Counsel
COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSOCIATION
suite 220
1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 296-6650

Its Attorneys

December 14, 1992
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ATTACHMENT A

Washington Post Article
printed on Thursday,

December 3, 1992
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AT & T Mov(' Had Somf' 8.-11 Atlantic ClIstom('N! fAOnfused by Bills

JJ'llell Phone Ch,aos Is in the Cards -....
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'hrn i"urd card. Ih.1 h.d 14
'lCramlJlrd n,nnhrrs. withnut mak·
I"R ., .-I '''''I Ihr old 00.........
,till wnrk with I.... In...1 .....-
n'mpany. whic:h rail hill {U~om·
f'r.. fOf kW1.-rl~t;tnrf' r ..~ as Wf"fI."'I', v..ry ,nmpli...,,,,, .nd I....
pictllff" IS not ltf"llinl rlP"ff"r for
thf' ("OII~tlR1f'r." said " ..triria rrn­
r.'rpss, Mel Cftnmmnications
Corp,'. dir....lnr of ...rd and .,..r~

......'1111111 mark..tin«~
l'fJ rn... matler!4 mor" rornpli·

c.I"". A161 d..'i....d in April
I!¥.II In 25 million ·PO"I'..i~
t'1ary" ' """'.~mit~
Iilms nl rd. 'h.1 u...d 'n ....
......r...r with """ A,lantic .tld , ....
"'hr<r_I ......~.
an :nr~ th"t w,,~ a r("nt·
n.n' "I ,.... br...kup of I.... 110·11
sysh'lII III '!tH4.

Tholltrh rmny nr.'lfnnw,:q wt-r"
not awan" of IhI" ~hitft"d sv~tf"tn.

Iht'y milY hav(" hrn1 ("ilrryinR: ;In
A1&T c'.llinR fOrd .nd • 1"'" Af~
l.lI1IM'1'ard

An'.'R 15 millim AT&l ,n"
toowrs. nf"l1l1f'tI Wll'" potrl ftf it nti­
nUlI'Y Ihilt didu·' h..vp a ...haff'fl
!IH r~I.I.INGf~RIlil.IlIJ.I·.',,

"""'r trk>phnnr hill I"on Rrll A,·
I.'lnlic iIIu~lra'r~ thfO fonfu~ion

th:tt nfh'n smrnlllHls h'lrlJhnllf'
f;lllmR' cards

Irs ;til ;UClf1f'", (·OIlfw.ln~ wnrld
whf"rr ~K' I'"ntll wnrk at sonW"
IMlhik' IJllt""'!" 311t'1 nUM'rs rlnn't. A

fOlnpanv

•

hkt'llril
Allantll'

." m;lv hr
d.)tnR thf"

~ hillinR.
hill lh.,

ralf'~ arf' !Wt bv ;motlW"r ran"" If
it is it Im'tl-disl""u' ,-;\U. Sotnf>
puhIir ............1Iow <aiit'.. In 'm.·
ply US<! • <ard and dial ",rn ."d
tlw "IN"utnr; othf"fS in~is' tht,
("a'''', dial it !I~dal ntlnllM"r In
rr"'h ,.... riRht ....twnrk and 1/'"
thf' (OI'rKI ralt'".· SonIf' c;tnk 1ISf"
tilt' f'iI.h·,'s home .,hnnt" nUIII~1

a~ rart 01 fhr afronnl nnmhl'f;
nttM'rq~ ~ni'rnhIPt1 ,,,-"uhf-r ....

For yr.... A1&1 1.....lIrd ,"IhnR
cards wllh ''''' rrn;tnnwr's hOlllf"
phmw ..ud ;I Jlf"r~K1.11 idrnlific;I
lion numbf'r. Thf" loral phOtH'
rompanv tJ!I;f'fl Itw samf" lIunllJf'r
'I) fh;u~ fm ils srrvin's. AT&l

W~""""'... I·'''I·,'_>fl.''I...
Rv Cindv Slmwkl

O
ltl "'\t'l'htlfu' olhnli( ,';nfls
finn', lIlf'. thf'\',' h":'llfUf'
Itwa ttllSIflf""S IIf V(Hlr I,,,. al
phl\1ll.·nm'llOUW

1\, k·;tqt tlM"S wh;11 J,'rrv 1"'11­
'H'II, .1 l"onlJlllln ('o"';l1ll;1l1t in ",­
Iint(t'",. (ound ont wi",,, hlS kttls
fHr~,'lfnllv """fl I" ... 11M "TAi T
("alhlllt clfd numhrr '0 e,11 hnmr
tht-. ttll. fmltnnR: II,. $~." in dl:1rR:­
f· ... 'll .111 affnllut hr 'hnUKht Iliff

1101,"''''.
I\('IIlIrli. tikI' mitllon~ of othr,~,

.l"t ",11.11 tH' w;,... tuld hy AT&T
IOtc;1 Nm·,........r· fI,' IOff' 1111 hi~ nkl
" r&- 1 (. aUllIK I'.1ut wtwn .1 rww
IN'f' f.1nlf' Itllhf" 111",1. fir ..~qllmNI

'hf' 11M .1Hlllln' lII11l1ht', w;ls no
InUIi(,'r v;,I,,1

W,nnM
In..trall of f';l ...~in~ (llli ftf cirfU­

lallnn, f~llIwrf" ;h nnlnl IIl1m...·'
W.lS h\cf'n ovt'r hy ,\(on AII"n'ic
(HlI'., whit h ~lI't'Jhf"~ hi" I(.."al
rhnnr Y'rvtn' S1l'I~nlv. two hr­
\·"nw:\ tJto.n I\tliUlhc IQCU'hlrltf'f.

Urnnrtr .. flll;Hulary flY"r th~

dl.1nlf"S that ..howf'rl up on hi~ Or-

•
...." ....,-n- '"'~"'OII~

':



Tn, '~'nl"MlI' Pt",
••~.......-,.-_... , .. o#.,~,... ...11II........ _

TIlI_u.llr.o_J.I..%813

AT&T's Issuing of Proprietary Cards Leads to Billing Confusion ..~

f

"AU","I; ('ARIIM, FMM Rln

curl Wit,," h,o.; flf'\\, t;Jut earm' ill thf' mail
with a -.. l,ulllll,..1 ;Icrllunl "urn....'. his old
A1 elL T .1', 1111111 1I111111W"r. wl"ch ",d1HiNt h,..
hnrll(' pf"~ll' nnml't" ...honld IIHt h;I\'''' hn'u
fr~n:r4rnf'lllllIwllAtl'lIIlil

...hfoo hd Ih.I' ., wac;, h:1IIo,;ft·,,,,•• UJ""f" him
With 11<'11 ",I",•• lundhn~ .......al"..... ~,~

hllk-rl ,It f\. r& r .. IUllh,.<;,f ratt'''. In fllhrr
,,·oHlo::. h.' Ir;HtlfO" Ilw harti W;1V that A-I&T
Ih. fIllllt .. flllh .1Jll'lv 11 hr II"'f'S AT& r's t" all
TIlt l;ud

"SHIIlf'On,' fill' ;t \("TV PIN), ,..h on ma(ll'inR
Otl' tht' ',,"kif ,f<;: .. H("nnf'tt ~K1, "In nur
(~. II lH:lk,'" " h,'nwnffi"l'i fllfft'n-un', WI'
ll~t :';11"''1"1 f'llt off f'\','mnR: rail' I ;111.....

4Wnl1lf"f". l'run"" \luuM nn' haVf' h;ulth,'
Ilrt\hklll II Ill" dul,lr,..n h;l" 1t':lI'"'lllh~' lWW
f\1 Xl T I "lIl1l~ I ;llli an"Ullllt tIlllllh"f. 1''''1'11

lhou~ ,.... okI orr",m' nnmhrr <hotokl havr
ll""" In rn'dit r.nI .....V('n.

IIT&T ..... 11I-11 lilIan';". in rrvirwinR
Rt-nrwtf~ prohlMn. !\aid tIM" (,<lSf" is rarr. In
fart. ft1O!'l ('uslol1lrrs haw Itw opp~ilr ",oil­
If"m: "flM"Y wanlf"fl Ihroir oItI ('allin. ('ard ntll11'
.... r 10 ""I,.dl In 1Ir" IIII.nti< ,., I....v ran
kf't"fl' u~'"1 tI .

Mark """kmdom. a t('If'ifOlltf1l'"'....afion...
('on~IJh"1I1 in WacJrin«ton. said tIM- avrraf(t"
fOflsumN ~'I fOVfOn know whal In cu",­
plain ahotlt. "Tlwy ju~t know SflRtf"thiuR is
WIIMlR ..

nut wtwn ~"t1f' ronsunlf'rs rr.,lizPd what
W;'II> ~lin. nn, fln'v k-t 0,,1 a vf'lp

Sc-l d"1 I,", h"al phonr n~fllp;m"'~" Colwf'It
nllolhhy, ..<.;St'l"ialr I'hir( of IhI· t:lfItf (11"""'"111
;11 ttw· FNtI'ral ('I"'mllln"-:lI~'ns (·llfllnll~';8.ill".

....1'.' I\T&,. UI("(lIfC'C"tly mfnrl1wd tis '.l,rnl'r
hll";,1 phnn.· I';ulm'rs Ihat ttht"fIIC'rs w;mh',t

1hC'1I an unnh du<';c'" !llli

T........'al """""'"'" I""" ...rarnblrd I" Irll
ttw-ir nlstonwrt;, flut thf'ir _rount with tlwm
wa< .lill JIOOd.

"Wr ""w ,,,,.1 ronlWlion in I....,· ""i11I..in<la

" II:, "pry complicated
and Ih(' picture i, nol
g('lIing dmrer for Ihp
('ommmpr...

P<1trtriaP,ofrrf"l1l
fI' Mrl Comn"mK"tion~(orp.

Wilham.... I~·n "tlantl(' pffWlrk"t n1;maJ!f"r f,lr
t;,II'PH11pkllnn srrvi<'-('s "Wf' al ...n s.aw ;,
111;nkrl,nR OJlIltlrt'ltlitv."

B,'II "Halttit' "tf'i'f'rl that OflIMlrtUnt'v hv

.......in~ nul IQ rard. I" rutll"""'.. who
dilln'l ...1 ..... propril'tat')' AT"T""",,, Ia!<t
yr.r br<-_ I~ _'I ....... e-.h
rallo. It .....1 _ Iftl,," with tepIIlt!II"'"
rank IrlfillR rU!lllllll!f!l thM IlrtI AI.....ic had
...""""" rr~, for I ...... old AT"T
armunl.

ATAT """' it iniIiIIy lold rll!tlto '" _ up
Ihrir r.nk 10 .... "'"" .......... -'1liIIh!r
r.I... if Ihry -.l1h! old .....- 1llIIRllPr. 'I
""'" loki rU!lltJlll!fS I~ ""'" ..., 1nnK·
"'__r clisrflunl. if Ih!y III! rani "'-d
hy Ihrir h'" ...... ......,..

"This ... "amition pmod. h'. YftY .
in~ ..... rnmpli..at.... and rU!ll_n "''' •
drllf"t" nI IrU'llration. But ""'"' 01 lhal io hr·
hin<l,,<," ..ill linn Gr........., diYioinn mana~·

rr nI w....rnmr"1 affair, lor IIT&T.
In ''''m,,'f, rasr, G..rna.... admitl"" 1""

Itwrr wa.. a fnrmnunir"hnn mix-up hrt~
"TiltT ,,,d 11<'11 IIII.nl ... llul hr .Iso pninl....

"''' that it .... up I" IlrtI Allantir 1o d!t!mW
if o..-tl had ••alid arrount.

fhp FCC, ill III a1t!lllpl I" mnp up tIl!_
rHWd by III! r r 1o JIl'apri!tary
rank IIT&T. If'llinlI it llIIt it
IlIIJ ....., "ioIIo......,...
oIhrnrio! nIid r In Ih!ir *' ..
wi .. III! *'""""" 01 "'.... __ " ...
......., cmIit """'" lhat fOlIllM'le with ATaT
in thio _rWl:

EarJirr, !he FCC.. loki AT"T !hit it ...
I" edul:ate __ 011 ...... I" _ ib _

pmpriet..,. rani at IMlY ....-.. Jllltic*tJ
I....... not aIreodJ .....rih!tf ,,, AT"T.

A. far IS I $54 WI rllar.... lhat Jerry IJett.
nrtl pr"''''' ,II"" lItIanli< lorK>" Ih!m IIld
.......liv.."" or I.

Rut .... !11"'" ·1 ...... I"""'.
He iU!lll(l1l annt 11<'11 Allantic IQ rani inI"" nail. '1 .... his okIlITAT rallintl rani If·

count numbrr on it.
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